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' 1. The matter common to claim 1 and claim 3 is a fragrancje/cpmposition 

for hair care products having a pH value of 1 to 5. ^However f vHsuch 
fragrance compositions had been publicly known and thus this point cannot 
be considered as a technical feature making a contribution over the pri'pr 
art. Such being the case, it does not appear that claims 1 and 
claims 3 to 5 have any technical- relationship involvings one or.* more .* of 
the same or corresponding special technical features. Such^being^the 
case, these inventions are not considered as relating to^a-g-roup of 
inventions so linked as to form a single general inventive concept. 

2 . Claim 1 relates to a fragrance composition which contains the 
component (A) and (B) , or (A) and (C) , or (A), (B) and (C) and is to 
be added to a hair care product having a pH value of 1 to 5. Namely, 
combinations of the fragrance composition components are described in 
the alternative form in this claim. The matter common to this claim 
resides in a fragrance composition which contains 0.1 to 70% by weight 
of the component (A) and is to be added to a. hair care product having 
a pH value of 1 to 5. As -reported in the document presented in this 
International Search Report, however, a fragrance composition 
containing 0.1 to 70% by weight of the component (A) and to be added 
to a hair care product having a pH value of 1 to 5 had been publicly 
known. Therefore, this point cannot be regarded as a technical feature 
making a contribution over the prior art. Thus, it appears that the 
inventions described in claim 1 as alternatives have no technical 
relationship involving one or more of the same or corresponding special 

* technical features. Such being the case, these inventions are not 
V considered as relating to a group of inventions so linked as to form 
r. a single general inventive concept. 

3 . Claim 3 relates to a fragrance composition which contains at least 
two components selected form the components (E) , (F) and (G) and is to 
be added to a hair care product having a pH value of 1 to 5 . The matter 
common to this claim resides in a fragrance composition for a hair care 
product having a pH value of 1 to 5. However, such a fragrance 
composition is publicly known. Therefore, this point cannot be regarded 
as a technical feature making a contribution over the prior art. Thus, 
it appears that the inventions described in claim 3 as alternatives have 
no technical relationship ■ involving one or more of the same or 
corresponding special technical features. Such being the case, these 
inventions are not considered as relating to a group of inventions so 
linked as to form a single general inventive concept. 
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